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In Ethiopia, as in many other African countries, there is a pressing need to
improve household food security. An emerging consensus suggests that thisis
most easily accomplished through two development strategies with two com-
plementary dimensions: investmentsthat facilitate income generation and asset
accumulation, discussed elsewhere in this book, and interventions that protect
the poorest from hunger, prevent asset depletion, and provide aplatform for the
growth interventions. Because resources for such interventions are limited,
there needs to be a mechanism for allocating these.

In this chapter we consider thisissuein the context of Ethiopia s Produc-
tive Safety Net Programme (PSNP), a federal government program imple-
mented almost entirely through government systems with harmonized donor
support. Before 2005, the Government of Ethiopia (GoE) launched emergency
appealsfor food aid and other forms of emergency assistance almost annually.
Although these succeeded in averting mass starvation, they did not banish the
threat of further famine and did not prevent asset depletion by marginally poor
households affected by adverse rainfall shocks. In response, the GoE and a
consortium of donors implemented a new response to chronic food insecurity
in rural Ethiopia. Rather than mounting annual appeals for assistance and ad
hoc distributions, they established the PSNP.

The PSNP “provides transfers to the food insecure population in chroni-
cally food insecure woredasin away that prevents asset depletion at the house-
hold level and creates assets at the community level” (FDRE 2004, 2). Unlike
the annual emergency appeals, it was conceived as a multiyear program to
provide recipients with predictable and reliable transfers. Most beneficiaries
undertake public works. From 2005 to 2007, these paid beneficiaries either
Ethiopian birr (ETB) 6 per day (increased to ETB 8 in 2008 and ETB 10 in
2010) in cash or three kilograms of cereals for work (depending on where they
lived) onlabor-intensive projectsbuilding community assets. A smaller number
of beneficiaries received unconditional transfers called direct support. Initially,
the PSNP was complemented by a series of food security activities called the
Other Food Security Programme (OFSP). The OFSP included access to credit;
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assistance in obtaining livestock, small stock or bees, tools, and seeds; and assis-
tance with water-harvesting schemes, soil conservation, and improvementsin
pastureland. In some cases, beneficiaries were provided with subsidized credit
to purchase “packages,” combinations of agricultural inputs sometimes based
on abusiness plan devel oped with support from the extension service. In 2009
the OFSP wasredesigned and renamed the Househol d Assets Building Program
(HABP), with an emphasis on increased contact and coordination with agricul -
tural extension services.

As discussed by Gilligan, Hoddinott, and Taffesse (2009) and Berhane
et a. (2012), the PSNP—where implemented according to program design—
has increased food security. Participants who have received public works
employment for five years have increased their food security by just over one
month and their livestock holdingsby 0.4 tropical livestock units(TLUS). There
are synergies between the PSNP and the OFSP/HABP. Having both the PSNP
and the OFSP/HABP increased food security by 1.53 months and livestock
holdings by 1.001 TLUs. Although these are important impacts, they do not
tell us whether the households that obtained these benefits were the intended
beneficiaries. Were they poor, food-insecure households? Or did elite capture
mean that benefits went to the better off? To answer these questions, we exam-
ine targeting of the PSNP in two ways: (1) through an assessment of whether
it was targeted as designed and (2) how well it compares to other programs
internationally.

Data: The 2006 and 2008 Ethiopian Food Security Surveys

Thisanalysisis based on longitudinal quantitative survey data collected at the
household and locality levelsin the four major regions covered by the PSNP:
Tigray, Amhara, Oromiya, and the Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People's
Region (SNNPR). The first survey was implemented in June—August 2006. The
follow-up survey was implemented in June and early July 2008. Differences
between rounds due to seasonality considerations are not large.

The design of the 2006 Ethiopian Food Security Survey (EFSS) sample
was based on power cal culations conducted to determine the minimum number
of sample enumeration areas and households needed to identify program
impacts.* The sample is clustered at the woreda level, the administrative unit
at which program participation is assigned. Woredas were randomly sampled
proportional to size from alist of 153 chronically food-insecure woredas strati-
fied by region; 19 woredas were sampled in Oromiya and the SNNPR, 18 in
Amhara, and 12in Tigray. In each woreda, sample kebeles serving as enumera-
tion areaswere randomly selected from alist of kebeleswith active PSNPs. The

1. Gilliganetadl. (2007) provide acomplete description of the baseline sample and the survey
instruments.
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sample had two kebeles or enumeration areas (EAS) per woreda in Amhara,
Oromiya, and the SNNPR and three EAs per woreda in Tigray. In each EA,
15 beneficiary and 10 nonbeneficiary households were sampled from separate
lists for each group, yielding a sample of 25 households per EA. Thisyielded
asample of 146 EAs, and, because a few sampled households were not inter-
viewed, a sample of 3,688 households.

The househol ds surveyed in 2006 were reinterviewed in EFSS 2008; attri-
tion was relatively small. A total of 137 households (or 3.7 percent of the
baseline sample) dropped out, a third of which were concentrated in two EAs
that could not beresurveyed. Aspart of theinitial datacleaning weinvestigated
the quality of thetracing and reinterviewing of households by comparing demo-
graphic, land, and housing quality variables across rounds. We identified 78
househol ds that appeared not to match the househol dsinterviewed in 2006, and
these were also dropped from the sample. Overall attrition, therefore, was 6
percent.?

Evaluating the Targeting Performance of the PSNP

The PSNP uses amix of geographic and community-based targeting to identify
chronically food-insecure households in chronically food-insecure woredas.
The figures on historic receipt of food aid were used to determine the number
of eligible beneficiaries in each region and woreda. Woreda administratorsthen
selected the chronically food-insecure kebele, assigning the woreda’s “PSNP
quota’ to these areas. In each program kebele, community-based targeting is
used to identify eligible households, which are then assigned to public works
or direct support depending on the available labor (FDRE 2006). In 2008, the
program operated in the 290 most food-insecure woredas in rural Ethiopia.

This approach built on the experience of distributing food aid to rural
areas. Food aid targeting in Ethiopiahasalong history of relying on community-
based targeting systems that have been seen as effective. The PSNP adopted
this system while further refining the targeting criteria to capture chronic food
insecurity, defined as a food gap of three months or more and receipt of food
aid for three consecutive years. Additionally, the program focused geographi-
cally on those regions and woredas that had received food aid for the preceding
threeyearsor longer asaproxy for chronic food insecurity (FDRE 2006; World
Bank 2009). Constructing the targeting system in thisway enabled the program
to harness existing implementation capacity in an environment with severe
capacity constraints. It also pragmatically drew on existing data sources to
measure the extent of chronic food insecurity, given that there was no experi-
ence with household-level means testing or national data with which to objec-
tively identify eligible households (Wiseman, Van Domolen, and Coll-Black
2010).

2. Gilligan, Hoddinott, and Taffesse (2009) provide further details.
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Given the objective of alleviating chronic food insecurity, househol d-level
targeting for the PSNP initially focused on selecting households that had been
persistent recipients of emergency food aid. However, communitieswere given
substantial discretion to modify this approach and to update their lists of food-
insecure households annually based on local criteria. This allowed for a flexible
community-based targeting strategy that takes advantage of local knowledge of
households' circumstances to identify the neediest households. A risk of this
approach is that it allows room for some local interest groups to exert undue
influence on the targeting process.

Asset out in the Program Implementation Manual (PIM), four bodiestake
part in the process of selecting household beneficiaries, with responsibilities at
different points in the formation of targeting criteria and the selection of benefi-
ciaries. These are the Woreda Food Security Task Force (WFSTF), the Kebele
Council, the Kebele Food Security Task Force (KFSTF), and the Community
Food Security Task Force (CFSTF). The WFSTF is responsible for adapting
the national guidelines on criteria for beneficiary selection to make them rele-
vant to the woreda and for training the KFSTF. The KFSTF is responsible for
establishing a CFSTF in each village and familiarizing it with the approach to
beneficiary selection. The Kebele Council is primarily responsible for hearing
and resolving complaints. The CFSTF is responsible for screening households
for program eligibility and for developing the lists of beneficiaries.

The PIM states that beneficiary households should consist of members of
the community who are chronically food insecure, that is, households that have
faced continual food shortages (usually afood gap of three months or more) in
the past three years. Also included are househol ds who suddenly became more
food insecure as a result of a severe loss of assets and are unable to support
themselves, aswell as any household without family support or other means of
social protection and support.

Having madetheinitial selection based on the basic criteria, the CFSTF was
to examine the following characteristics so as to verify and refine the selection of
eligible households: household assets (landholdings, quality of land, food stocks
on hand, and so on), income from nonagricultural activities and from aternative
sources of employment, and support or remittances from relatives or other com-
munity members. Within these guidelines, the WFSTF and KFSTF were respon-
sible for refining the criteria to be used for selection of beneficiary households.
Starting with a list of past food aid beneficiaries, the CFSTF would then update
the beneficiary list based on the refined beneficiary selection criteria. For this the
CFSTF would estimate the current annual number of months of unmet food needs
(the food gap) for each household, taking into account family size and composi-
tion and expected household food production. This process would be repeated
annually to respond to changes in household food security status.

After being determined eligible for the PSNP based on these criteria,
households are assigned to public works or direct support: eligible households
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with able-bodied adults receive transfers for their participation in public works
projects, while households that cannot provide labor or other means of support
receive unconditional transfers. Most beneficiary households participate in public
works; amuch smaller proportion receives direct support.

Community Criteria for Selecting Beneficiary Households

In the 2006 community survey, local officials with knowledge of the operation
of the PSNP were asked to report the selection criteria used in their localities
to select beneficiaries for public works employment and direct support pay-
ments. Respondents were asked to list up to five eligibility criteria, in order of
priority; in Table 10.1 we tabulate the results. We found an emphasis on using
poverty as a leading eligibility criterion. Nearly 78 percent of communities
listed poverty among their top five eligibility criteria for public works. Poverty
was the highest-priority selection criterion in 53 percent of communitiesin the
sample. If householdswith small land and livestock holdings and thosetargeted
as “headlthy but poor” are also included in the poverty category, 54 percent of
all eligibility criteriareported have a poverty focus.

Household food insecurity was rarely reported as an explicit targeting
criterion for public works. Only 9 percent of communities ranked food insecu-
rity as the highest priority, and fewer than 20 percent included food insecurity

TABLE 10.1 Targeting criteriafor public works, by priority, 2006 (percentage of communities
reporting criteria used)

Priority
Targeting criterion 1 2 3 4 5 Tota  Share
Food insecure 11 6 2 3 3 25 5.8
Poor 69 19 6 3 3 100 23.0
Those with small land or 14 38 36 13 6 107 24.7
livestock holdings
Old people 4 7 10 2 3 26 6.0
Disabled 2 5 3 7 0 17 39
Women 0 2 0 0 1 3 0.7
Many children < 10 years 0 0 1 0 1 2 0.5
Those with no spouse 0 0 1 4 1 6 14
Healthy people who are poor 11 12 3 0 2 28 6.5
Large household size 3 6 9 5 1 24 55
Those involved in resettlement 0 1 1 1 0 3 0.7
Orphans 0 1 1 3 1 6 14
Those affected by drought 1 1 1 3 1 7 16
Other than above 14 17 26 15 8 80 18.4
Total 129 115 100 59 31 434 100.0

source: Ethiopia Food Security Survey, 2006 (Community Survey).
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as a targeting criterion for public works. This may reflect the relative difficulty
of ascertaining degrees of household food insecurity. If poverty and food in-
security are highly correlated, the emphasis on poverty in the selection criteria
may adequately capture food insecurity aswell.

A list of other characteristics generally received low priority and varied
considerably by community. Households with more elderly, disabled, female,
or orphaned membersor those that were resettled or affected by drought received
priority in some communities, but none of these categories represented more
than 7 percent of the top five rankings in all communities.

The approach to targeting for direct support differed, with priority given
to households with limited |abor endowments. Table 10.2 shows the number of
communities ranking each selection criterion by priority. Households with
elderly or disabled members as household heads or primary income earners
received the highest priority in 119 out of 136 communities (88 percent) report-
ing. Among the five possible criteria listed by these communities, elderly and
disabled statusaccounted for 57 percent of the prioritiesawarded, and therewas
little regional variation in this. If we add households in the orphan category,
which would, on average, also have relatively low labor endowments, one of
these groups was given nearly 70 percent of the top five targeting priorities. A

TABLE 10.2 Targeting criteriafor direct support, by priority, 2006 (percentage of communities

reporting criteria used)

Priority
Targeting criterion 1 2 3 4 5 Tota  Share
Old people who have no help 7 38 14 2 1 132 29.3
Disabled who do not work 42 56 20 5 2 125 21.7
Orphans 4 10 23 16 3 56 124
Poor 8 17 14 5 3 47 10.4
Pregnant 0 3 8 5 1 17 3.8
Sick 1 5 12 7 4 29 6.4
Widows who have no help 0 1 4 1 1 7 16
Breast-feeding women 0 0 0 2 0 2 0.4
Resettled people 1 0 1 2 0 4 0.9
HIV-affected people 1 0 1 1 0 3 0.7
Many children < 10 years 0 0 4 0 1 5 11
Female sex workers 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.2
Those affected by drought 0 1 1 1 1 4 0.9
Women 0 0 1 3 0 4 0.9
People residing in the kebele 0 0 1 0 1 2 0.4
Others 2 3 4 2 2 13 29
Total 136 134 109 52 20 451 100.0

sourck: Ethiopia Food Security Survey, 2006 (Community Survey).
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poverty criterion, on the other hand, was unevenly applied. Although 35 percent
of communities claimed to use poverty as atargeting criterion for direct sup-
port, at the regional level this ranged from 58 percent (Amhara) to 14 percent
(the SNNPR).

Households' Understanding of the Targeting Criteria

Tables10.3 and 10.4 provide descriptive statistics on households' understanding
of how the public works and direct support components of the PSNP were
targeted. Respondentswere allowed to list asmany criteriaasthey knew, so the
percentages reported in each row correspond to the percentage of respondents
giving that particular criterion as a response. Responses can be loosely catego-
rized into four categories. poverty (people who are seen to be poor, have small
or no landholdings, or have few or no cattle or oxen), demographics (household
composition, age, or disability), connections (religious or ethnic groups, family
or friends of project staff, or village leadership), and other (chosen randomly,
by quota, or as aresult of a drought shock).

TABLE 10.3 Criteria used to select public works participants, by region and year, 2006 and
2008 (percent)

Criterion used as reported Tigray Amhara Oromiya SNNPR
by households 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008
Poverty status
People who are seen 424 621 557 759 453 673 680 724
to be poor
People with small or no 327 445 334 551 420 406 444 545
landholdings
People with few or no 96 221 106 302 204 154 180 253
cattle or oxen
Demographics
Household composition 143 272 151 183 9.7 94 122 114
Old or disabled people 8.4 59 91 110 123 219 188 242
Connections
Religious or ethnic groups 0.3 13 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.3 12 2.6
Family friends of project 32 30 5.0 28 84 143 45 21
staff or village leadership
Other
Random 2.3 15 18 3.0 2.7 25 12 8.0
Quotafor each kebele 11.7 175 113 73 106 5.4 25 10.8
People badly affected 141 191 147 220 282 137 166 263
by drought

source: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).
NotE: SNNPR = Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People's Region.
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TABLE 10.4 Criteria used to select direct support beneficiaries, by region and year, 2006 and

2008 (percent)
Criterion used, as reported Tigray Amhara Oromiya SNNPR
by household 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008
Demographics
Household composition 17 7.4 29 6.3 2.3 51 87 113
Old people 708 840 643 735 657 695 655 677
Disabled 559 751 546 726 595 591 694 740
Connections
Religious or ethnic groups 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.3 2.3
Family friends of project 15 1.0 1.9 1.6 30 85 11 0.9
staff or village leadership
Other
Random 0.3 4.2 17 0.9 2.0 12 0.4 5.7
Quotafor each kebele 4.9 7.3 12 0.5 31 14 0.3 6.6
Poor peopleor thosebadly 283 319 193 409 282 322 235 430

affected by drought

source: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).
~ote: SNNPR = Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People’s Region.

Table 10.3indicatesthat the proportion of householdsidentifying poverty-
related characteristics as a reason why households were selected for public
works rose markedly in Tigray, Amhara, and Oromiya and, to a lesser extent,
in the SNNPR, where the initial level of awareness of poverty-related criteria
had been higher. In 2008, people being seen to be poor waslisted asacriterion
by 62 percent of respondents in Tigray, 76 percent in Amhara, 67 percent in
Oromiya, and 72 percent inthe SNNPR. Over time, in Tigray, Amhara, and the
SNNPR, respondents were also able to list more specific criteria, such as small
landholdings or lack of livestock as criteria.

The results for demographic criteria changed less dramatically, though
surprisingly—and alittle disconcertingly—in that there was an increase in the
percentage of respondents who identified being old or disabled as an eligibility
criterion for public works in Oromiya and the SNNPR. More reassuringly,
households did not generally perceive that religious affiliation, ethnicity, or
personal connections affected the likelihood of selection for public works; the
one exception wasin Oromiya, where approximately 14 percent of respondents
stated that family or friendship connections were used as inclusion criteria.
Finally, although there were relatively few cases in which selection was per-
ceived to be random, the perception that there was a quota system was found
inall regions, especialy in Tigray. Being affected by drought was also seen as
acommon criterion for selection.
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Table 10.4 lists selected responses to questions about perceptions about
selection for direct support payments. In Tigray, Amhara, and the SNNPR, it
was well understood that the elderly and disabled were the intended recipients
of direct support. In Oromiya, most responses reported these characteristics, but
theincreasein the percentage of househol dsreporting these criteriawas smaller
than in other regions. Oromiyawas the only region where a nonnegligible per-
centage of respondentsindicated that connections played arolein the selection
of direct support beneficiaries.

Selection into Public Works Employment

Table 10.5 provides descriptive statistics on the consistency of public works
participation. A participant household was onein which at least one household
member undertook public works employment under the PSNP in the first five
months of 2006, 2007, or 2008. Outside the SNNPR, fewer than half of partici-
pating househol dsreceived employment in 2006, 2007, and 2008. Inall regions,
most particularly in Oromiya, a considerable fraction of 2006 beneficiaries did
not receive employment in 2007 or 2008. In Tigray, there is some evidence of
employment sharing across years, with nearly 10 percent of 2006 participating
households not receiving work in 2007 but employed in 2008. In Amhara,
nearly 20 percent of households were dropped after 2006, and only 62 percent
received transfersin both 2007 and 2008.

Examining the characteristics of these different groups can tell us some-
thing about how the targeting of public works changed, or did not change, over
time. Three broad sets of characteristics observed at baseline remain the focus:
demographics, wealth, and proxies for household connections. Of greatest
interest is a comparison of the four categories of public works participants:
households that never received employment (that is, households not reporting

TABLE 10.5 Regional participation of households in the public works component of the
PSNP, 2006-08 (percent)

Number 2006, 2007 2006 2006

of 2007, and and and 2006 2007 2008
Region households  and 2008 2008 2007 2008 only only only
Tigray 522 40.42 25.48 211 9.77 14.75 2.30 517
Amhara 429 34.73 27.27 6.99 513 17.95 513 2.80
Oromiya 457 45,51 13.35 5.91 481 24.29 3.72 241
SNNPR 441 68.48 11.56 2.27 0.45 16.78 0.45 0.00
Total 1,849 47.05 19.58 4.22 5.25 18.33 2.87 2.70

sourck: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Survey).

NoTES: Sample restricted to households receiving payments for public works in the first five months of at least
one year: 2006, 2007, or 2008. PSNP = Productive Safety Net Programme; SNNPR = Southern Nations,
Nationalities, and People’ s Region.
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employment in the first five months of 2006, 2007, and 2008); those reporting
employment in all three years; households that were employed in 2006 but not
afterward (that is, households dropped from the program); and househol dsthat,
although not reporting having workedin 2006, worked in 2007 or 2008 (entrants).

In Tigray, households employed in all three years—relative to those who
never received employment—had younger heads of household; were dlightly
lesslikely to be headed by females; were larger; had more adult males of work-
ing age and fewer men ages 65 and older (in fact, this particular pattern can be
seen in all regions); were poorer as measured by median landholdings, median
livestock holdings, and holdings of oxen; and were very dlightly improved if
measured in terms of the head of household’ s educational attainment. Compared
to those that remained in the program for al three years, households dropped
after 2006 tended to have dightly older household heads and to be headed by
females. Smaller households and those with fewer working-age males had simi-
lar landholdings but had more livestock. Those that entered public works were,
relative to those that dropped, less likely to be female headed and had larger
households with more adult males. Family connections, measured by whether
the head of household wasbornin thelocality and by the prominence of the head
of household’ sfather inthe community, appear to have had no meaningful effect
on participation in the public works component of the PSNP in Tigray.

In Amhara partici pants tended to come from househol ds headed by younger
individual s and households that were poorer as measured by livestock or land-
holdings. Participants in Amhara came from dlightly larger households than
those that had never received employment and werelesslikely to be headed by
women. The differences in demographic and wealth characteristics between
households never employed and those employed in al three years were much
less pronounced than in Tigray. Those employed in al three years were less
likely to be female headed and held dlightly lessland. Those dropped tended to
have more schooling and larger landholdings but less livestock. By contrast,
entrants, relative to those dropped, tended to have less schooling and smaller
landholdingsbut morelivestock. However, entrants, rel ativeto thosewho never
received employment, were poorer as measured by human capital, landholdings,
or livestock holdings.

In Oromiya, householdsemployed in all three yearswere, relative to those
never employed, much lesslikely to be female headed and larger in size. There
was no consistent difference in wealth measurements between these groups.
Households that were dropped after 2006 tended to be poorer and were more
likely to be female headed than were those that had employment in all three
years. New entrants after 2006 were poorer than househol dsthat never received
employment. Interestingly, in spite of households’ perceptionsto the contrary,
there is no strong evidence of favoritism based on observable family connec-
tions; infact, householdswere morelikely to be dropped after 2006 if they were
bornin the locality.
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In the SNNPR, households employed in al three years, relative to those
that never received employment, had younger headsand weredlightly lesslikely
to be headed by femal es. Other demographic characteristics did not differ mark-
edly across groups. What is striking about the SNNPR, however, istheinclusion
after 2006 of very poor households as measured by holdings of livestock.

A limitation of these descriptionsisthat discerning causal relationsis not
straightforward. For example, is public works participation really targeted
toward younger household heads? Or is employment targeted toward poorer
households in Tigray, and do poorer households just happen to have younger
heads? To addressthisissue, we use probit regressions. The dependent variable
equals one if the household was employed in PSNP public works, zero other-
wise. The independent variables fall into three broad categories: household
demographics, wealth, and connections. In addition, acontrol for household loca
tion by region is used. The coefficients presented in Table 10.6 have been trans-
formed into marginal effects; for example, the coefficient —0.002 found in col-
umn 1 associated with the age of the head of household means that every
additional year of age of the household head reduces the likelihood that the
household was paid for public works employment by 0.2 percentage points
(0.002 % 100). Dummy variables, such aswhether thehousehold head isfemal e,
are interpreted as switching the variable from zero to one. The coefficient
—0.065 for female head of household in column 1 means that a female-headed
household is 6.5 percentage pointslesslikely to participate in the public works
component of the PSNP than an otherwise identical male-headed household.
For the full sample results, the calculation of standard errors takes into account
the clustered nature of the sample.

The first column of Table 10.6 looks at whether, over the three-year period
200608, a sampled household participated in public works employment. Con-
trolling for household location, as household wealth increased—as measured
by ownership of oxen, the value of all livestock holdings, and per capitaland-
holdings—the likelihood of participation in public works declined. The mag-
nitude of these effects is meaningful. For example, ownership of two oxen in
2005 reduced the probability of participation by 10.0 percentage points. Com-
pared to a household with no land, a household with landholdings of 1 hectare
per person had its probability of participation reduced by 16.9 percentage
points. Demographic characteristics—particularly labor availability—also
mattered. Each additional adult male and female increased the likelihood of
participation by 3 percentage points. However, the likelihood of participation
was lower for households with older heads or femal e heads and for households
with high dependency ratios (the number of household members aged 0-14 and
60 or older divided by the number of members aged 15-59). Experiencing a
drought shock increased the likelihood of participation; being born in the vil-
lageof current residenceraised thelikelihood of being selected for public works
employment, although thisis not precisely measured.
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Columns 2, 3, and 4 allow us to look at the determinants of participation
by year. The striking feature here is the stability of the coefficients over time.
This suggests that for the sample as awhole, the use of these characteristics as
means of targeting households does not change meaningfully over time.

Notethat many of these magnitudes are meaningfully large. Consider two
households. Household A has two adult males and two adult females and owns
no oxen; Household B has one adult male and one adult female and owns two
oxen. Inall other respects, they areidentical. Theresultsreported in Table 10.6,
column 1, indicate that the probability of Household A’ s participation in PSNP
public worksis about 16 percentage points higher than that of Household B.

Selection into Direct Support

Accessto direct support has evolved over time. Table 10.7 presents some basic
statistics for those households that received at least one direct support payment
in the first five months of 2006, 2007, or 2008. The sample sizes are consider-
ably smaller than those reported in the analogous table for public works. This
reflects the considerably lower coverage of direct support in the PSNP. Few
households received direct support in all three years, but there appears to have
been some effort to expand direct support coverage. This is most clear for
Tigray, where the number of direct support households was largest and where
75 percent of these beneficiaries received transfers in both 2007 and 2008. The
number of households receiving direct support benefits also rose in Amhara
and, to alesser extent, in the SNNPR, but from alow base. In Oromiya, by con-
trast, alarge fraction of those households receiving direct support obtained these
transfers only in 2006.

Table 10.8 provides descriptive characteristics of direct support recipients
disaggregated into four categories: households that never received payments,

TABLE 10.7 Household participation in the direct support component of the PSNP, by region,
200608 (percent)

Number 2006, 2007 2006 2006

of 2007, and and and 2006 2007 2008
Region households ~ and 2008 2008 2007 2008 only only only
Tigray 224 35.27 39.73 0.45 2.68 11.61 2.23 8.04
Amhara 125 29.60 52.00 0.00 0.00 8.80 5.60 4.00
Oromiya 181 16.57 20.44 2.76 1.66 4751 6.63 4.42
SNNPR 124 34.68 24.19 323 000 3710 0.00 0.81
Total 654 32.36 33.79 153 138 2584 367 4.89

source: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).

NoTEs: Sample restricted to households receiving direct support payments in the first five months of at least
one year, 2006, 2007, or 2008. PSNP = Productive Safety Net Programme; SNNPR = Southern Nations, Na-
tiondlities, and People's Region.
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those that received paymentsin all three years, those that received paymentsin
2006 only, and those that received payments only in 2007 or 2008. The striking
feature of these descriptive statisticsis how closely they conform to the inten-
tion of the direct support component of the PSNP. Households receiving these
payments have heads of household that are considerably older, and these house-
holds tend to be smaller, with much lower labor endowments. They are poorer
when measured by livestock holdings and by landholdings. There is evidence
of someretargeting, with larger househol ds and those with more adult malelabor
dropped and replaced with smaller and, to a certain extent, older households.

Next we report the results of probit regressions, in which the dependent
variable equals oneif the household received direct support payments and zero
otherwise. Table 10.9 examines these for the full sample across all years and
for each year individually. Correlates of access at the regional level for 2006
and 2008 are available on request.

Table 10.9 shows that demographic characteristics dominated the likeli-
hood that a household received direct support. Households with older heads,
older men, and fewer younger men were more likely to receive these payments.
A femal e-headed household was a so morelikely to be adirect support recipient.
Characteristics related to poverty played a much smaller role in determining
selection, suggesting that infirmity (as proxied by age) and absence of labor
power were the factors driving selection. Unlike in the case of public works,
households reporting a drought shock were only marginally more likely to
receive direct support. Also by contrast, there appear to have been fewer differ-
ences across regions, with two notable exceptions: female-headed households
in Oromiyawerelesslikely to receive direct support, and households experienc-
ing adrought shock in Tigray were more likely to receive these payments.

The magnitudes of these effects are meaningfully large. Asin our discus-
sion of public works, consider two households. Household A hasafemale head
aged 70; household B has a male head aged 40. In al other respects, they are
identical. The results reported in Table 10.9, column 1, indicate that the prob-
ability of receipt of direct support by household A was 22.9 percentage points
higher than that for household B. Assuming that advanced ageis correlated in
these settings with reduced work capacity, these results, together with the
descriptive statistics presented earlier, indicate that the targeting principleslaid
out in the PIM for direct support were being followed.

The Targeting of the PSNP from an I nternational Per spective
Method

Although our analysis tells us that the criteria used on the ground correspond
to those found in the PIM, it does not tell us how well, by international stan-
dards, the PSNP is targeted when the community-based targeting is combined
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with the geographic focus on chronically food-insecure woredas identified by
historic receipt of food aid. Such comparisons are, by their very nature, tricky
to undertake. Studies of targeting effectiveness in other countries have used
different definitions and methods (to say nothing of means of presenting these)
in a way that makes comparison difficult. Faced with this issue, Coady, Grosh,
and Hoddinott (2004) focused on theincidence and proportion of total transfers
received by individuals or households falling within the bottom 40, 20, or 10
percent of national income distribution. Specifically, they developed a measure
based on a comparison of actual performance to acommon reference outcome,
the outcomethat would result from neutral (asopposed to progressive or regres-
sive) targeting. Their indicator is constructed by dividing the actua outcome
by the appropriate neutral outcome. For example, if the bottom 40 percent of
the income distribution receives 60 percent of the benefits, the indicator of
performance is calculated as (60/40) = 1.5; a higher value is associated with
superior targeting performance. A value greater than one indicates progressive
targeting; a value of less than one reflects regressive targeting, with unity denot-
ing neutral targeting.

To construct this measure, households receiving PSNP benefits should be
placed in a nationally representative distribution of households as ranked by a
welfare measure. To explain how thisisdone, it is helpful to begin by explain-
ing the data sources available to us.

The most recent nationally representative surveys are the Household
Income, Consumption, and Expenditure Survey (HICES) and the Welfare M oni-
toring Survey (WMS). The HICES collected data on the level, distribution, and
pattern of household income, consumption, and expenditure. The most recent
HICES to which we have access was collected over two rounds: from July 4,
2004, until August 3, 2004, and between February 4, 2005, and March 5, 2005.
However, the HICES haslimited information on household characteristics such
as demographic detail s and assets, and the consumption and income aggregates
collected in the EFSS are not directly comparable to those collected in the
HICES.

The WMS is conducted mainly for the purpose of assessing nonincome
dimensions of poverty such as education, health, and vulnerability. It provides
extensive information on different dimensions of poverty and deprivation such
as access to education and health facilities, achievementsin education, anthro-
pometric measures, and assets. WM Ss are completed in a single interview;
these surveys do not collect data on income or consumption. The most recent
WMS was completed in late 2004.

Although these disparate data sources may appear unpromising, there are
two additional features of the data collected that are worth noting. First, those
conducting the 2004/05 HICES interviewed a subset of households sampled by
the WM S—19,000 households appear in both—and it is possible to apply pop-
ulation weightsto these so that the merged (HICES and WM S) data are nation-
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ally representative. Second, the design of the EFSS questionnairesdrew, in part,
on the WM S surveys. As aresult, there are comparable measures of household
demographics and assets in both the merged HICES/WMS and the EFSS. Fur-
ther, the 2006 EFSS contained retrospective questions on these assets that pre-
dated (and therefore were unaffected by) the implementation of the PSNP.

Using the merged HICES/WM S data, we estimate aregression model of the
correlates of per capitaconsumption. The correl atesare househol d characteristics
—demographic characteristics, assets, and location—measured in broadly com-
parable ways and appearing in both the merged HICES/'WMS and the EFSS.
Table 10.10 reportstheresults of estimating thisregression at the national level
and separately for Tigray, Amhara, Oromiya, and the SNNPR. Note that these
correlates, broadly speaking, have the correct signs and reasonable magnitudes.
Assets are associated with higher levels of consumption; larger households and
households with a greater proportion of dependents have lower levels of con-
sumption per capita. Further, these regressions account for more than athird of
the variation in the dependent variable, and in some cases (such as the results
for the SNNPR) considerably more than this.

Using the parameter estimates from this regression, we predict consump-
tion levelsfor the HICES/WM S sampl e, then use these predicted consumption
levelsto calculate the values for the 10th percentile, 20th percentile, and 40th
percentile (and so on). Because we use population weights, the completion of
this step means that a nationally representative distribution of consumption is
available. Applying the parameter estimates cal culated in the regression model
to the EFSS data on demographics, assets, and location entails multiplying the
parameters by the valuesfor these variables and adding these up for each house-
hold: doing this allows us to generate a predicted level of per capita household
consumption for households in the EFSS dataset. Finally, we compute what
proportion of PSNP beneficiaries have predicted consumption levels below the
constructed centiles. We combine this information with the data we have on
the value of transfers to construct the Coady—Grosh—Hoddinott measure of
targeting. Specifically, we use the values of both in-kind and cash transfers
received by beneficiary households both as payments for public works employ-
ment and astransfersreceived under the direct support component of the PSNP.
Using transfer data that the EFSS collected for the calendar year 2007 has two
advantages: using datafor afull 12-month period means our targeting estimates
are not confounded by wage arrearsthat were more severein someregionsthan
in others, and in 2007 cash and in-kind paymentsfor public works employment
were roughly equivalent, so our targeting assessment is not confounded by the
fact that some households received cash while others received food.

There are two limitations to this approach. First, its success relies criti-
cally on the ability to predict consumption levels. Although the regressions
reported earlier account for a reasonable amount of variation in consumption
levels, a considerable amount remains unaccounted for, and thiswill affect our
estimates of targeting effectiveness. For example, although the HICES/'WM S
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dataset indicates whether households have access to land, it is not possible to
calculate how much land. Because access to land is an important determinant
of incomein Ethiopia, thismay adversely affect our ability to predict consump-
tion levels. Second, although the coverage of the HICES and WM S was wide-
spread, it was not exhaustive. Specifically, both surveys included only the sed-
entary population of Ethiopia. Three zonesin Afar, six zonesin Somali region,
and al zones in Gambella region were excluded from the HICES and WMS,
aswereresidents of collectives, the homeless, and foreigners. To the extent that
these groups are, on average, poorer than the households surveyed in the
HICES, the results reported here will overstate the targeting of the PSNP.

Basic Results

Table 10.11 reports the basic results of calculating the Coady—Grosh—Hoddi-
nott (CGH) indexesfor the full EFSS sample and al so separately by region and
decile. CGH values are calculated separately for public works payments and
direct support transfers.

Thetopleft set of cellsreport the CGH indexesbased onal PSNPtransfers
(that is, for public works and direct support) by deciles for the full sample and
by region. Starting with the resultsfor the full sample, the CGH valuesare 1.69
when assessed for the poorest decile, 1.46 when assessed for the poorest two
deciles (that is, the poorest quintile), and 1.26 when assessed for the poorest
four deciles (that is, the poorest 40 percent) of households, with these deciles
based on households' predicted per capitaconsumption. In al cases, these val-
ues exceed one, implying that the PSNP is progressively targeted. Second, the
median global valuefor the CGH index (that is, the median value for the sample
of 78 safety net programs summarized by Coady, Grosh, and Hoddinott [2004])
is1.25, indicating that the PSNPisbetter targeted than the average global safety
net program, any of the African safety net programs reported by Coady, Grosh,
and Hoddinott (2004), all but one of the saf ety net programsfoundintheMiddle
East and North Africa, and 14 of the 22 safety net programs assessed in South
and East Asia However, there is considerable variation in this measure of
targeting performance across regions. Targeting is, by international standards,
considerably above averagein Tigray and Oromiya, slightly below average but
still progressive in Amhara, and poor in the SNNPR.

The middle and bottom panels on the lefthand side of Table 10.11 report
CGH values separately for the public works and direct support components of
the PSNP. Given that public works payments make up nearly 90 percent of all
transfers, it is not surprising that the values for public works are close to those
for all transfers. It isalso not surprising that their regional patterns mirror those
for all transfers.

In a comparative international context, the targeting of the public works
in Tigray and Oromiya is really quite good—both regions fall into the top 30
percent of programs ranked by Coady, Grosh, and Hoddinott (2004). What is
surprising, however, is how poorly—stunningly poorly in some cases—direct
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TABLE 10.11 Coady—Grosh—-Hoddinott index values by region, consumption decile, and
transfer type, 2007

Deciles based on predicted Deciles based on predicted
per capita consumption household consumption
Poorest Poorest
Poorest Poorest two Poorest Poorest two
Region decile quintile  quintiles decile quintile  quintiles
All PSNP transfers
All regions 1.69 1.46 1.26 1.49 150 1.40
Tigray 2.05 1.68 1.49 1.81 1.79 1.47
Amhara 114 1.04 1.10 1.92 177 1.70
Oromiya 2.68 2.15 1.66 1.27 158 158
SNNPR 0.82 0.91 0.77 0.96 0.90 0.97
Public works payments
All regions 1.86 155 1.33 1.26 1.29 1.37
Tigray 232 1.87 1.63 1.46 1.40 1.48
Amhara 1.28 1.09 1.13 1.49 1.56 1.59
Oromiya 2.90 2.20 1.69 1.20 141 151
SNNPR 0.87 0.95 0.80 0.89 0.87 0.96
Direct support transfers
All regions 0.48 0.87 0.83 334 272 194
Tigray 0.11 0.44 0.57 5.79 413 2.32
Amhara 0.45 0.85 0.93 4.09 2.80 224
Oromiya 1.04 175 141 181 2.85 2.13
SNNPR 0.38 0.58 0.45 150 1.15 1.09

source: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).

NoTEs: Decilesbased on predicted per capitaconsumption. PSNP = Productive Safety Net Programme; SNNPR
= Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People's Region.

support transfers appear to be targeted. Based on the share of transfers going to
households predicted to be in the bottom two quintiles based on per capita
consumption, the CGH value is 0.83. Thisimplies that the targeting of direct
support is regressive; targeting could be improved if it were random.

Before taking these results at face value, however, it is helpful to ook at
the righthand columnsin Table 10.11, where households’ percentile ranks are
based on total household consumption without any adjustment for household
size or composition. Beginning with the results for direct support, a dramati-
cally different picture emerges. Here the CGH values are very high; the 2.72
value when using the results for the rankings at the 20th percentile puts the
direct support component of the PSNP among the top five programs globally
ranked by Coady, Grosh, and Hoddinott (2004). By contrast, compared to the
CGH values with deciles based on per capita consumption, the CGH valuesfor
the public works component are lower when based on the poorest decile and
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the poorest quintile, though slightly higher when based on the poorest two
quintiles of households.

Taken collectively, these results suggest that although the PSNPisreason-
ably well targeted, the disjuncture between the results based on per capita and
total household consumption is puzzling. However, it is helpful to recall three
points. First, the PIM (FDRE 2006) makesrelatively little referenceto express-
ing poverty and food insecurity in per capita terms. Further, as Gilligan et a.
(2009) show, when asked how beneficiaries are chosen, local communities
make reference to total household resources as measured in terms of land, live-
stock, oxen, and other resources and little, if any, reference to household size.
Second, the CGH index capturesthe combined effects of the sel ection of house-
holds and the level of transfers to each beneficiary household. Third, in the
allocation of work, larger households were supposed to receive more days
work than smaller households.

Given al this, it is helpful to disaggregate the CGH in terms of its two
component parts; Figures 10.1a-10.1f and Tables 10.12a-10.12c do just that.
The figures show the incidence of the PSNP, that is, the proportion of households
in each predicted decile that receives PSNP transfers. For this measure, the
PSNPisconsidered progressiveif the proportion of househol ds sel ected exceeds
the size of the decile (so, for example, the program is progressive if the propor-
tion of the households receiving PSNP benefits in the poorest quintile exceeds
20 percent). The figures show the incidence of transfers for the PSNP (Figures
10.1aand 10.1b) and, separately, for public works (Figures 10.1c and 10.1d) and
direct support (Figures 10.1e and 10.1f). In all three pairs of figures, incidence
is shown for rankings based on per capita consumption and total household
consumption. Starting with Figures 10.1eand 10.1f, thereisastriking difference
between the former and the latter. Based on per capita rankings, the targeting
of direct support is terrible. But—assuming that in fact local communities do
indeed target households without adjusting for size—it is excellent. Across the
full sample, just under 80 percent of direct support beneficiaries are predicted to
be in the poorest two quintiles, and this figure is even higher in some regions (an
astonishing 93 percent in Tigray). In terms of public works, incidence is also
enhanced when households are ranked using tota household consumption,
though the improvement is less marked when compared to direct support.

Of course, even if selection of households is uniform across the distribu-
tion of per capita consumption, a program can still be progressive if poorer
households receive higher transfers relative to other beneficiaries. For example,
inthe context of the PSNP, poorer or more food-insecure househol ds (or house-
holds in more food-insecure woredas) might receive more work and therefore
higher transfer levels even if it is difficult to select, or exclude, beneficiary
households. Tables 10.12a-10.12c provide information on this issue. They
show, based on a ranking of households in terms of their predicted total con-
sumption levels, the level of transfers (in both total and per capitaterms) rela-
tive to average transfers for the region as a whole. So, for example, in Table



FIGURE 10.1 Incidence of PSNP, public works, and direct support transfers, by
region and per capitaor total consumption decile, 2007

a PSNP transfers, by predicted per capita consumption decile
Percent
80

70
60 - 57

50 45
40 34 35

30|
22 = 22 2

2r ., 15 15 14

10 - 6 6

10 20 40 | 10 20 40 1 10 20 40 | 10 20 40 10 20 40
All Tigray Amhara | Oromiya | SNNPR
Consumption decile (percent), region

¢ Public works transfers, by predicted per capita consumption decile
Percent
80

70 -
60 |

60
51
50 44
40 - 36 37

29
0F 2 24 26

20 - 14 17 16 15
10+ 7 7

10 20 40 | 10 20 40 1 10 20 40 | 10 20 40 10 20 40
All Tigray Amhara | Oromiya | SNNPR
Consumption decile (percent), region

e Direct support transfers, by predicted per capita consumption decile
Percent

100
90+
80 |
70
60 |
50 |
a0l 39
30+

20} 2 16 12 ! 18 14

10+ 4 4 3 2 6

10 20 40 | 10 20 40 | 10 20 40 | 10 20 40 | 10 20 40

All Tigray Amhara | Oromiya | SNNPR
Consumption decile (percent), region

source: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).
NotE: PSNP = Productive Safety Net Programme; SNNPR = Southern Nations, Nationalities, and
People’ s Region.
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TABLE 10.12a Size of PSNP transfers relative to mean transfers, by
region and consumption decile, 2007 (percent)

How are transfers

measured?

Percentile rank in terms Total Transfers

Region of total household consumption  transfers  per capita
Tigray 10 63 126
20 76 119
40 87 108
Amhara 10 81 140
20 82 119
40 95 111
Oromiya 10 74 141
20 88 128
40 96 113
SNNPR 10 93 162
20 90 137
40 89 116

source: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).

Note: PSNP = Productive Safety Net Programme; SNNPR = Southern Nations, Na-
tionalities, and People’ s Region.

TABLE 10.12b Size of public works transfers relative to mean transfers,
by region and consumption decile, 2007 (percent)

How are transfers

measured?

Percentile rank in terms Total Transfers

Region of total household consumption  transfers  per capita
Tigray 10 65 125
20 69 120
40 89 108
Amhara 10 79 132
20 81 116
40 92 108
Oromiya 10 81 153
20 87 128
40 96 114
SNNPR 10 106 173
20 95 139
40 91 116

source: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).
Note: SNNPR = Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People's Region.
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TABLE 10.12c Size of direct support transfers relative to mean transfers,
by region and consumption decile, 2007 (percent)

How are transfers

measured?

Percentile rank in terms Total Transfers

Region of total household consumption  transfers  per capita
Tigray 10 98 131
20 105 118
40 100 105
Amhara 10 94 143
20 94 124
40 117 124
Oromiya 10 61 112
20 105 130
40 105 112
SNNPR 10 74 163
20 7 143
40 82 122

sourck: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).
Note: SNNPR = Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People’s Region.

10.12a the figure 140 in the row for Amhara at the 10 percentile ranking in the
column “Transfers per capita’ means the following. We rank households in
Amharaby total predicted household consumption. With thisranking we focus
attention on households predicted to bein the poorest decile and assessthe size
of PSNP transfers per capita for beneficiaries in this decile relative to all PSNP
beneficiaries in Amhara. The figure 140 tells us that PSNP beneficiaries in the
poorest predicted decile in Amharareceive per capita PSNP transfers that are
40 percent higher than those given to the average PSNP beneficiary in that
region. Thestriking feature of Tables10.12a-10.12c, for both types of transfers
andfor al regions, isthat the reported percentagesare al greater than 100 when
looking at transfers per capita and almost always below 100 when looking at
total transfers. This indicates that, if they are selected into the PSNP, larger
households receive greater transfers.

Correlates of Positive Targeting Outcomes at the Locality
and the Woreda Levels

The previous material tells uswhat targeting outcomes are obtained; it does not
tell uswhy targeting is superior in some localities than in others, and it tells us
nothing about the process by which these targeting outcomes have been
obtained. But the EFSS survey data allow for an examination of which factors
are correlated with positive targeting outcomes in these communities.
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Thisis particularly important because the PSNP introduced a number of
reformsto promote community participation inthetargeting processto improve
transparency and accountability. The grievance procedures were separated from
thetargeting processin 2007 with the establishment of the Kebele Appeal Com-
mittees. Beneficiary lists are posted in public locations and debated during
public meetings.

Our analysis begins with an exploration of the process indicators associ-
ated with targeting: whether households perceived that they were given the
opportunity to comment on beneficiary selection, whether they perceived the
process as fair, and whether they felt that they were well informed about how
the PSNP operates (including the selection of beneficiaries) in their communi-
ties. The distribution of these outcomes across localities is reported in Table
10.13. Just under 70 percent of households reported that they were well-
informed about how the PSNP worked. Fewer (47 percent) perceived the selec-
tion process as fair, and only a third had the opportunity to comment on the

TABLE 10.13 Local-level targeting-related outcomes: Distributions and means, by
region, 2008

Region 25th percentile Median 75th percentile Mean

Proportion of households reporting that they were
allowed to comment on beneficiary selection

Tigray 0.25 0.40 0.62 041
Amhara 0.08 0.33 0.40 0.32
Oromiya 0.04 0.17 0.28 0.20
SNNPR 0.20 0.38 0.51 0.37
All 0.13 0.29 0.48 0.33
Proportion of households perceiving that the selection process was fair
Tigray 0.39 0.52 0.70 051
Amhara 0.32 0.48 0.62 0.49
Oromiya 0.16 0.32 0.47 0.34
SNNPR 0.36 0.51 0.70 0.53
All 0.28 0.48 0.64 0.47

Proportion of households perceiving that they were
well informed about how the PSNP works

Tigray 0.67 0.75 0.85 0.75
Amhara 0.45 0.65 0.87 0.62
Oromiya 0.30 0.58 0.91 0.58
SNNPR 0.76 0.92 1.00 0.82
All 0.50 0.75 0.93 0.69

sourck: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).

NoTES: Samplesizes: Tigray, 33; Amhara, 28; Oromiya, 34; SNNPR, 36. PSNP = Productive Safety
Net Programme; SNNPR = Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People's Region.
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selection process. Generaly, Tigray and the SNNPR had the strongest process
indicators, Oromiya the poorest.

Table 10.14 reports the means and standard deviations of the correlates of
these processindicators; regression results are reported in Table 10.15. Severa
findings are noteworthy. First, households are more likely to be able to com-
ment on beneficiary selection if they live in wealthier localities as measured by
landholdings and if the head of household has any formal schooling, but these
characteristics have no effect on perceptions of fairness or understanding of the
program. Second, higher inequality is associated with higher perceptions of
fairness, perhaps because it is easier to differentiate between food-secure and
food-insecure households. A positive association is also found with the propor-
tion of householdswhere the head of household was bornin the locality; in this

TABLE 10.14 Local-level targeting-related outcomes: Characteristics of
correlates, 2008

Standard

Variable Mean deviation
Mean household characteristics

Age of head of household (years) 45.3 55

Female-headed household 124 0.12

Head of household has some schooling 0.23 0.18

Land size (hectares) 1.22 0.80
Inequality

Land, interquartile range (hectares) 0.87 0.55
Social capital

Head of household born in the locality 0.80 0.12

Related to task force members 0.19 0.18
Connectedness of locality

Nearest road is all-weather 0.51 0.50

Locality has phone service 0.57 0.50
Characteristics of Community Food Security Task Force

Has elderly members 0.88 0.32

Has youth members 0.88 0.33

Number of women 2.23 1.89

Number of development agents 1.87 1.38

Produces reports on activities 0.78 0.41

Perceives a need to hire some skilled labor 0.97 0.17

> 40 percent of current beneficiaries added in last 18 months 0.19 0.39

Updated list of PW beneficiaries since January 2008 0.88 0.33

sourck: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).

NOTES: Interquartile range equals the difference between the third and first quartiles. In the present
case, it is measured as the difference between the third and first quartiles of landholdings in each
locality. PW = public works.
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case, the likelihood that households will have had more interactions over time
with the members of the CFSTFs may be afactor. Third, the connectedness of
the locality—access to all-weather roads or to phone services—is associated
with better process indicators.

How the composition and activities of the CFSTF affect these process
indicatorsis also assessed. Proper composition of the CFSTF (presence of the
elderly, youth, women, and devel opment agents) hasfew positive consequences
for the CFSTF; however, some characteristics, such asthe number of develop-
ment agents, are associated with poorer process indicators. When CFSTFs
are run well—as measured by the existence of reports on their activities and
recently updated beneficiary lists—the likelihood that the selection process is
perceived to befair is higher. However, when selection processes are amended
s0 as to favor nonpoor households (for example, when local leaders indicate
that it is acceptable to hire some skilled labor to undertake public works tasks),
the perception of fairnessislower. Interestingly, when this occurs, thereisless
likelihood that households can comment on the selection of beneficiaries.
Finally, the fact that a number of locality characteristics, including livestock
holdings, are not correlated with these process variables meansthat ahousehold
food gap (and theinterquartile range of these variabl es), distanceto local towns,
accessto electricity, sex of respondent, and past receipt of emergency food aid
are also noted. Changes in functional form, such as adding quadratic terms or
transforming variables into log form, have no appreciable effect either.

What is the relationship between these types of characteristics and tar-
geting performance as measured by the CGH index and the incidence (per-
centage of households predicted to be in the poorest quintile who receive
benefits) of the PSNP?2 In Table 10.16, explorations of these associations at
theworedalevel (thelowest level of disaggregation at which we can construct
the CGH index) are highlighted. We focus on the association between the
CGH index as measured by the share of public works going to the poorest two
quintiles as measured by predicted per capita consumption. We choose this
outcome because, ranked at thislevel, the CGH values arelargely unchanged
when this outcome is assessed using per capita or total household consump-
tion; asnoted in Table 10.11, thisis not the case for other measures. Further,
public works transfers account for nearly 90 percent of all PSNP transfers.

Given less than 60 woredas to work with, the specification must be parsi-
monious. We start with the variables used in Table 10.14 and add variables that
are correlated with the CGH index and the incidence of public works at the
woreda level but not with the process indicators (the distribution of livestock
holdings) and drop those that are not correlated with these targeting outcomes
(landholdings and their distribution, along with social capital variables). The

3. Wereplicated these specifications using the ratios reported in Table 10.12 as the outcome,
but the covariates used here had no association with this outcome.



quintiles as measured by predicted per capita household consumption, 2008

TABLE 10.16 Correlates of targeting performance, public works transfers to the poorest two

@ @ (©) 4
Variables CGHindex CGHindex Incidence Incidence
Woreda characteristic
Femal e-headed household -1.733* —1.980** -0.488 -0.574*
(1.985) (2.474) (1.427) (1.830)
Livestock, interquartile range 0.141** 0.166*** 0.058** 0.067***
(2.330) (3.136) (2.288) (2.938)
Percentage with electricity 0.308* 0.346* 0.076 0.089
(1.776) (1.799) (1.142) (1.323)
Characteristic of Community Food Security Task Force
Has elderly members 0.204 0.186 0.059 0.053
(0.732) (0.739) (0.589) (0.545)
Has youth members —0.092 -0.121 —0.006 -0.016
(0.310) (0.466) (0.0569) (0.177)
Number of women 0.068 0.033 0.010 -0.002
(1.189) (0.518) (0.523) (0.103)
Number of development agents 0.083* 0.087* 0.033 0.034
(1.681) (1.684) (1.632) (1.661)
Perceives a need to hire some —1.061** —1.283*** —0.399**  0.477**
skilled labor (2.063) (2.7212) (-2.048) (2.668)
Implementation characteristic
Percentage of beneficiaries 0.100%** 0.102%%** 0.021%* 0.022%*
added after 2006 (log) (3.375) (3.334) (1.781) (2.981)
Percentage of beneficiaries 0.076* 0.063 0.014 0.010
dropped after 2006 (log) (1.852) (1.407) (1.069) (0.636)
Percentage of households —0.779** —0.272**
perceiving that they can (2.327) (2.334)
comment on beneficiary
selection
R-squared 0.533 0.573 0.542 0.578

sourck: Ethiopia Food Security Surveys, 2006 and 2008 (Household Surveys).

NOTES: Interquartile range equals the difference between the third and first quartiles. In the present case, it is
measured as the difference between the third and first quartiles of landholdings in each locality. t-statisticsare
in parentheses. Standard errors are robust to heteroscedasticity. Regional controls included but not reported.
Sample sizeis 59 woredas. Blank cell indicates variable excluded from specification. CGH = Coady—Grosh—
Hoddinott. * significant at the 10 percent level; ** significant at the 5 percent level; *** significant at the 1
percent level.
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most interesting results pertain to the composition and activities of the CFSTFs
affecting processindicators. Although the presence of the elderly and of women
improve targeting performance as measured by the CGH index or theincidence
of public works employment, these associations are not statistically significant.
A similar impact for the number of development agents on the CFSTFsis noted,
even though these agents are perceived to make selection processes less fair.
When selection processes are amended to favor nonpoor househol ds (for exam-
ple, when local leadersindicate that it is acceptable to hire some skilled labor to
undertake public workstasks), targeting performanceis poorer. Table 10.16 also
shows that there is an association between updating the lists of beneficiaries by
adding and dropping households and improved targeting performance. Finaly,
and perhaps surprisingly, an increase in the percentage of respondents who say
that they can comment on the selection of beneficiaries is associated with poorer
targeting performance. The magnitude of thisassociation issmall. A 10 percent
increase in the percentage of individuals reporting that they can comment is
associated, for example, with a 2.7 percentage point reduction in incidence.
However, if the mean percentage of individual sin the woreda who perceive that
the selection process wasfair is used as the dependent variable, the results show
that thispercentageishigher inworedaswhere more respondentsreport that they
arealowed to comment on the selection process; by contrast, program incidence
or the CGH value has no association with this outcome.

Conclusions

The PSNP is targeted toward households that are both food insecure and poor
in terms of total household resources. Although there was regional variationin
application of the PIM, overall the guidelines were followed. Public works
projects targeted poor rather than food-insecure households for participation,
but because poverty is highly correlated with food insecurity, food-insecure
households were targeted as well. The program targeted direct support toward
households with limited labor endowments rather than targeting households
based on poverty. Over time, community understanding of the targeting cri-
teria improved across most of the PSNP regions. Households’ identification of
poverty-related factors as reasons that households were selected for public
works improved in most regions, and in most regions it was well understood
that the elderly and disabled were the intended recipients of direct support.
Family or friendship connectionswere not reported as major factorsin ahouse-
hold’ s likelihood to receive public works or direct support except in Oromiya,
where households identified connections as playing a role in both. There were
regiona variationsin targeting. Thisisunsurprising, given that the PIM allows
for community-based normsto be used in targeting.

From aninternational perspective, the PSNPiswell targeted. Based on the
Coady—Grosh—Hoddinott indexes calculated for this sample, targeting is pro-
gressivein general. The PSNP also scored better than the median global value
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of thisindex, indicating that the PSNP is better targeted than the average global
safety net program. Moreover, the PSNPis better targeted than any of the Afri-
can safety net programs reported by Coady, Grosh, and Hoddinott (2004).
Thereislittle evidence of elite capture throughout the regions where the PSNP
is being operated. Differencesin how the CFSTFs are run matter for targeting
performance. In cases in which selection processes are amended to include
nonpoor households, targeting performance is weakened.

These findings suggest that the PSNP has been able to target resources to
the poorest households in rural areas using a combination of geographic and
community-based targeting. Thefood aid targeting system was a useful founda-
tion, identifying food-insecure woredas and establishing the community-based
targeting system. However, theimprovement in targeting outcomes since 2006
suggests that program size has important implications in terms of how well
communities can target resourcesto the poorest, aswell asthe need for continu-
ous capacity building and follow-up from higher-level implementers. Finally,
thereis some suggestion that the PSNP' saim to deliver a predictable safety net
to households while aso creating quality public works may undermine the
effectiveness of thetargeting through, for example, the need to hire skilled labor
to deliver on this second objective.
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